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Ike and The Germans: Cautious Republican leaders, who are committed neither to Taft nor to Ike, 
have begun anxiously to scan the Eisenhower record, particularly his term as commander in Germany. 
These leaders, familiar with the guile of the Democratic Administration, realize that if Ike were nomi- 
nated GOP candidate for the Presidency, the Democrats would then have no inhibitions about revealing 
— in the heat of the fall campaign — some indisputable facts about Eisenhower. 


Therefore, these leaders are immensely disturbed by a certain well-documented episode which, if 
it were widely publicized, not only would shock the humanitarian sensibilities of the country as a whole, 
but might have particularly lamentable effects on voters of German stock. The story is, as follows: 


Eisenhower was commander of the occupation in Germany in 1945, up until November 19 when 
he became Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army and returned to Washington. General Lucius Clay succeeded 
him. In 1946, Clay and other Western Allied officers discovered to their dismay that Soviet authorities 
in the Eastern Zone had been deporting very large numbers of Germans to Russia for slave labor. Ac- 
cording to some reports, there were as many as 500,000 deportees, but as of today the Congressional 
Library estimates that the total was about 200,000. The exact figures, because of Soviet non-cooperation, 
cannot be accurately obtained. At any rate, the question became acute among Allied commanders, for 
— among other reasons — the fact that in the Nuremberg trials the mass deportation of workers for 
slave labor by the Germans was labelled as one of the most heinous of war crimes. 


Clay raised the question at a four-power meeting of Allied commanders in Berlin. Under Berlin 
date line, November 13, 1946, Marguerite Higgins (the now celebrated woman correspondent) reported 
to the New York Herald Tribune that General Clay had strongly protested these deportations. The Gen- 
eral read the words of the charter of the International Military Tribunal: “War crimes shall include 
.., deportations for slave labor or for any other purpose of the civilian population of or in an occu- 
pied territory.” 


But the Soviet commander present had the last word. He read a decision of the Allied commanders 
in 1945 which provided authority for such deportations. The Western commanders had forgotten this, 
and as Miss Higgins reports it, the conference “suddenly fizzled to an embarrassed silence”. As well it 
might. : | 

For we have before us now a photostat of the document of the Allied Control Authority in Germany, 
“Control Council, Proclamation, No. 2.. Certain Requirements Imposed on Germany”. Section VI of 
this interesting document runs as follows: 

“The German authorities will carry out, for the benefit of the United Nations, such meas- 
ures of restitution, reinstatement, restoration, reparation, reconstruction, relief and rehabilita- 

tion as the Allied Representatives may prescribe. For these purposes the German authorities 

will effect or procure the surrender or transfer of such property, assets, rights, titles and inter- 

ests, effect such deliveries and carry out such repair, building and construction work, whether © 

in Germany or elsewhere, and ‘will provide such transport, plant, equipment and materials of 

all kinds, labor, personnel and specialist and other services, for use in Germany or elsewhere, 

as the Allied Representatives may direct.” [Our emphasis. ] 





The broad term “elsewhere” clearly gave Russian commanders legal authorization for sending Ger- 
man slave labor into Soviet Russia. 
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Was General Clay confounded by his own act? Not at all. It was not Clay’s responsibility for 
okaying the above extraordinary document. For, at the end of the document (below the words “done 
at Berlin, the 20th of September, 1945”) is the signature of none other than General Dwight D. Eisen. 
hower (together with the signatures of the other Allied commanders). 


Now, the above-mentioned GOP politicians have been profoundly impressed — indeed depressed 
— by inspection of this document. They may privately excuse Eisenhower on the ground that he was 
careless, lacked foresight and showed foolish trust in the future good faith of Soviet Russia. Neverthe. 
less, they agree that he must bear the responsibility for the deportation into slave labor in Russia of an 
estimated 200,000 Germans, an act classified by the International Military Tribunal as a “war crime”, 
If Ike should receive the nomination at the GOP convention, that would be difficult to explain. 


The Price of Alliance: When, four months ago, we predicted that the Mutual Security Administration 
(successor to ECA) would outrage American businessmen by awarding contracts abroad rather than at 
home, we only scratched the surface of this matter. 


We did not envision then an outrageous orgy of profiteering at the expense of the American taxpayer 


and to the profit of foreign firms. Nor did we foresee how tight the censorship would be after Truman's, 


famous “secrecy” orders. 


However, the field of business and international trade is less tight-lipped than the Pentagon and other 
agencies of the Government. And so from business circles, we have obtained the following information 
which, when thrown in the face of Pentagon circles, has met with firm silence. 


It is this. The Mutual Security Agency has placed large orders with French factories for the pro- 
duction of weapons for the European Army. (The MSA uses American taxpayers’ money to pay these 
firms for these weapons.) In one category of weapons — mortars — considerable orders have been 
placed. These mortars, we are reliably informed, could be produced and sold at a profit by American 
firms for the sum of about $1,000 each. The French firms, however, are billing the Mutual Security 


Agency at the rate of $8,800 each. At that rate, they can hardly find bankruptcy staring them in the 
face. 


Nor is that all. The mortar situation has been sedulously kept from the press. But the literal 
racket of the “port taxes” has just leaked out to the press and is straining the patience of American ad- 
ministrators. Over last weekend, many papers ran an A.P. dispatch (May 3, Paris date line) that 
“French port fees are costing the United States $6 for every American officer and more than $2 for every 
enlisted man landed in France, its partner in Western defense”. In addition, the A.P. reports on a “sys- 
tem of French indirect taxes” which takes $1 for every $5 that the American taxpayer shells out for 
military construction work in France”. The United States, according to the A.P. dispatch, has “opened’ 
negotiations with France to cut these impositions on the American taxpayers’ burden”. 


Seizure: As we go to press, Senator Jenner (R., Ind.) is speaking in the Senate on the great constitu- 
tional question of the day. From an advance release of his speech, we cull the following solemn warn- 
ing: “It is true that our courts have spoken. Judge David A. Pine has restated the honored doctrine of 
the English-speaking people that government has no inherent powers to operate outside the framework of 
the law. But let us not fall into the prevailing delusion. Court decisions are not self-enforcing. The 
courts state the Law but they do not enforce it. If the Executive wants to obey the Law, the problem is 
closed when the court has spoken. If the Executive does not want to obey the Law, the Government appears 
to obey but the slow erosion of the rule of Law goes on, from a hundred hidden pressures.” 


Jenner went on: “We dare not deceive ourselves. This conflict over the steel seizure is not ended. 
We do not know what the Supreme Court will say, but even if the highest court upholds Judge Pine, we 
have not converted the Executive branch to respect for Law. The power to defy the courts is theirs, the 


means are theirs. Their attack on the rule of Law, their continuous building up of unrestrained power, 


will go on day and night so long as they have control of our resources.” 
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The Eisenhower Situation: . Senator Duff of Pennsylvania, according to the pro-Eisenhower, left-wing 








New York Post (May.3) is “just about ready to explode at the campaign tactics being used in the Eisen- 
hower-for-President movement.. He’s especially annoyed with Governor Dewey and Herbert Brownell who 
managed the Governor’s ill-fated 1948 Presidential campaign”. The New York paper says Duff does not 
believe Ike can survive if he fails to speak out frankly on all issues; the “silence” strategy of Ike is 
attributed to Dewey influence. It was this kind of strategy which defeated the New York Governor in 
1948. Duff, says the Post, finds his advice ignored. 


The above report came right on the heels of the Chicago Tribune stories of April 30 and May 1, 
claiming that Duff has in effect deserted the Ike cause, cancelled speaking engagements and found it nec- 
essary to take a rest. Duff denied this. The Tribune proceeded to reproduce a cable from a friend of 
Duff, and a prominent Eisenhower supporter, James Bennett, sent in recent weeks to Ike. In this com- 
munication, Bennett says: “There is most valid reason for grave concern regarding your delegate strength 
on the floor of the convention in Chicago. Were the ballot to be held today Taft would unquestionably 
be nominated on the first ballot by a considerable plurality. . . . While we have picked up the headlines, 
Taft has been garnering delegates.” Finally the Wall Street Journal on May 6 reported trouble in the 
Ike ‘camp, with uncertainty about not only Duff’s but also Sen. Lodge’s sojourn on the Eisenhower band- 
wagon. The Journal found the Dewey influence over the Ike movement predominant, and reported politi- 
cal opinion to the effect that this would adversely affect Ike’s popularity among delegates. “The current 
power tussle”, says that paper, “could put General Eisenhower in an awkward spot on the eve of his re- 
turn to the U.S. to campaign. He may find himself in a position where he has to take sides or somehow 
pacify the contenders.” 


Briefs: _ We have received a report that Tom Girdler of Republic Steel Corporation (long the bete 
noire of Labor and the Left) favors Eisenhower for President. “Liberal” papers please copy. 


General A. C. Wedemeyer (of the “Wedemeyer Report”) accepted the Presidency of the newly 
formed Citizens Committee for Taft. It is rumored that Ike had sent George Allen (Truman’s former 
“court jester”) to Wedemeyer in a vain attempt to persuade him not to take the Taft committee job. 


.... Will former Congressman Fred Hartley soon barnstorm for Taft? The idea is around the House, 
largely due to his co-authorship with Taft of the famous labor bill. GOP Congressmen offer the argument 
that Hartley would speak with great effect in coming weeks which are expected to be marked by much 
labor strife. | 


....Some sardonic remarks are being made about the fact that the Fair Deal Government in its brief for 
steel-seizure- cited- the: Debs-Pullman: ease of -the: Nineties; when Federal troops and the injunction power~ 
were used to break a railroad strike. For decades thereafter, Labor used this case as an example of 
tyrannical Federal power. 


....Sen. Dirksen’s name comes up noticeably more often these days, in connection with talk of a dead- 
lock at the GOP convention and a compromise candidate. For some reason, MacArthur’s name appears 


less frequently. 


.... We hear that H. L. Hunt, wealthy oilman who wants MacArthur for President, suggested to the Gen- 
eral that the latter — as a great political stroke — should go to the Kentucky Derby and make the prize 
awards. The General and/or his secretary promptly rejected the idea. 


The Rumely Story: Dr. Edward A. Rumely and his Committee for Constitutional Government won a 
signal victory for a free press when the Court of Appeals last week reversed the Rumely conviction (by 
a lower court) and ordered his indictment dismissed. The Court of Appeals and Rumely are to be con- 
gratulated on this successful blow to encroachment of centralized government on the rights of the ‘in- 
dividual. TA ; pas 





The Rumely story begins with his persecution at the hands of the notorious Buchanan Committee of 
the House of the 8lst Congress. Following the Truman victory of 1948, the Fair Deal obviously set out 
— according to a specific totalitarian plan, we believe — to stifle all remaining vestiges of political 
literature critical of the ruling class. The Buchanan Committee, under the pretense of pursuing lobby. 
ing evils (but not, of course, lobbying by labor or the Executive), subjected Rumely to the most flagrant 
of inquisitions. 

’ But the leader of the Committee on Constitutional Government is one of that durable breed of old 
editors who learned how to fight in the era of 1910 to 1920. He refused flatly to give the Buchanan 
goon squad the names and addresses of all organizations or persons who had bought books in the amount 
of $500 or more from the Committee on Constitutional Government. (Notable among these books dis. 
tributed by Rumely were a bound volume of the Constitution of the United States and The Road Ahead 
by John T. Flynn.) As a result of the Buchanan probe, the Department of Justice (more alert at per. 
secuting believers in the Constitution than plain and fancy crooks) asked for and got an indictment, 


then prosecuted Rumely in the District Court, where he was convicted of contempt of Congress for failure 
to produce the lists. 


(The real strategy of the Buchanan conspirators — observers believe — was that by publication of 
the lists, the Executive arm of the Government would be enabled to: (1) intimidate wealthy contributors 
to such conservative organizations as Rumely’s; and (2) to lay open the purchasers to persecution — by 
boycott or pressure — from various “liberal” hatchet groups.) 


But when Rumely took his conviction to the Court of Appeals he found there the same sturdy con- 
stitutionalists as did the steel companies when they encountered Judge Pine. 


Fourth Estate: The Pulitzer awards this week included a prize to the St. Louis Post Dispatch for 
muck-raking the Internal Revenue Bureau scandals. It may be that the paper mentioned was the first 
paper to jump into the fray. But as for the fray itself the remark of Walter Trohan, Chief of the Wash- 
ington Bureau of the Chicago Tribune, is worth quoting: “It is sad to contemplate, but true, that the In- 
ternal Revenue Bureau scandal, one of the most sordid in our history, was not broken by the press, but 
by a lone Senator [Williams of Delaware], armed with nothing but persistence to get at the truth. And 
it becomes sadder still when it is remembered there are more than 1,200 reporters in Washington and 
they are regarded as the cream of the crop.” 


Mr. Trohan’s remarks were part of a speech he delivered to the Midwestern Association of Professors 
of Political Science at Notre Dame on April 24 — in which he criticized the “pay-off” and “handout” 


practices of the press, just as severely as he did in his piece, “The Decline of the Fourth Estate”, in the 
December, 1951, issue of HUMAN EVENTS. 


“Academic Freedom”: Dr. Walter E. Spahr, chairman of the Department of Economics at New 
York University, gives us a startling instance of the interpretation of “academic freedom” which obtains 
in our schools of higher learning. For twenty years, he tells us, a compendium of economic essays, 
Economic Principles and Problems, of which he was editor (and one of the authors), had been in use in 
a number of colleges; the other authors were also professors of economics, all schooled in the classical 
tradition. The book had gone through four editions. The fifth edition, however, could find no publisher. 
For, the Economics departments had advised the publishers that the book did not conform to the col- 
lectivist doctrines of Lord Keynes and therefore was unusable. That is to say, there exists a taboo on 


books which do not teach the “truth”, as defined by those who monopolize the economics departments in 
most of our colleges. 
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ON THE VIRTUES OF UMT 
By THADDEUS ASHBY 


AM A VETERAN. I wish I weren’t; but I am, and I know whereof I speak. I espe- 
l cially wish I weren’t when I read about some pompous ass, usually a “liberal” 
Legionnaire, as speaking for veterans. If you want to know what we veterans do not 
think, listen to our “spokesmen”. , 


Our spokesmen want us to believe we acquired virtue in the service. Ergo, we 
should be willing to inflict the same virtue on the coming generation. But those of us 
willing to bestow UMT on our younger brothers are so inclined not because it will be 
good for them, but because it will help us to escape more service. Knowing we’re not 
in sympathy with their cause (575,000 of us dropped out of the Legion; 250,000 dropped 
out of the VFW), both the Legion and the VFW are trying to sell us on UMT. 


Why this schism between the leaders and the led? The ugly truth is that veterans 
organizations are vested interests; they want UMT because it will manufacture veterans. 
It will swell their ranks with new members (for a time); it will scare up subscribers 
for their weekly gazettes that whoop up the noise for Federal bonuses, and broadcast 
the notion that a man who has fought for his country is privileged to raid his country’s 
treasury for loans, relief, free college educations, free housing and free appendectomies 
for his wife’s third cousin. That is why our “leaders” want UMT. Let’s look into 

their arguments. 


Universal Military Training shouldn’t be called merely a military expediency, they 
say — it does everything. It builds self-reliance — teaches trades — gives self-discipline 
— prepares you to face life. They tell parents it keeps boys off the streets, thereby 
relieving parents of responsibility — but they tell the boys it will give them the kind 
of adventure that will make men out of them. 


Well, as for teaching me a trade, the Army checked me out on Tommy guns and 
45 automatics. This might help me take up a new trade in case prohibition is voted 
in; or it might come in handy if they try to draft me again. As for self-reliance, let’s 
see how much of that can be learned in that old character building institution, our 
Army. When I wanted clothes I stood in line at the quartermaster’s. When I got 
hungry I stood in a chow line. When I ran out of ammunition I closed my eyes and 
hollered ‘tammo” and somebody brought it to me. When my rifle quit working I threw 
it away and “found” another. 
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I acquired a devious cunning for getting out of work; in a flash I could change 
my stance from loafing to policing the area when a superior passed by. I learned the 
value of going on sick-call after a night of becoming a man with my buddies. I learned 
camouflage and protective coloring in emergencies. I learned that opportunities for 
graft were practically unlimited. In short, I got out of soldiering a complete knowl. 
edge of the art of “‘soldiering”’. 


As for preparing me to face life, they didn’t teach me to face any life outside 
barracks. The army discharged a shocking number of ‘“‘service-connected’’ psycho. 
neurotics, as well as men who would rather shoot themselves in the big toe than face 
any more of this life. As for giving self-discipline, the sergeant gave us discipline 
whenever he caught us, but we never hung on to any of it. Self-discipline is something 
nobody can give to anybody. It can neither be given nor received, shared nor taught, 
for it grows in the roots of the individual ego. 


MoM you didn’t benefit from forced service in the Army, the “new liberals’ will 
reply, but anyway we still need UMT to provide our country with manpower. 
Their argument runs like this; We are in grave danger — we must sink or swim 
together — the voluntary system won’t provide enough men — when a nation is attacked 
or about to be, it is necessary and proper to force people to fly to their own defense. 


I ask: Why is it necessary? Why is it proper? Stop and think: Self-preserva- 
tion is the first law; defense of nation is an extension of that first law. When volun- 
teers are scarce, there must be something terribly wrong with the nation, for men are 
choosing not to defend a part of their own lives. 


A man dying from cancer will beg for euthanasia. What is a nation dying from, 
when the government must force its citizens into service? The answer is in the ques- 
tion: the nation is dying of too much government. 


The facile phrase WE MUST FIGHT FIRE WITH FIRE comes from the most 
primitive method of dealing with forest fires. The animals in the forest run from the 
fire — toward water. As a last resort the rangers sometimes build a new fire, a con- 
trolled fire (they hope) to be put out the minute it stops the aggressive blaze. Where 
that controlled fire burns, is it any less destructive? Even in the forest, fighting fire with 
fire is a dubious expedient, the last possible resort; it is exactly like blowing up your 
own supply train to keep it from the enemy. The first resort is the enemy of fire: our 
fire extinguishers were invented by free human intelligence functioning voluntarily. 
So were our armaments. 


What’s the logical antithesis of dictatorships? The German Left was considered the 
opposite of Fascism. The French Right (it stood for Monarchy) was considered the 
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dictatorship. The only antithesis, the only direct opposite of dictatorship, is a system 





opposite of Communism. But these designations Left and Right are not antitheses of 


that depends wholly upon volunteers. That’s the doctrine of real liberals. 


Here’s the distinction: A true liberal never advocates the initiation of force — not 
on the part of anybody; least of all does he advocate that governments seize men and 
force them into service. Once any government tries to initiate force, a fight to the finish 
is the true liberal’s answer — and this means not only that we must fight Russia, but 
that we must legally oppose the oppressive measures proposed by our own government. 
A Fascist initiates force; a liberal fights against it. He volunteers to defend himself. 


B” — there are ways of fighting! The Fascist way apes the methods of the other 
Fascists — it FIGHTS FIRE WITH FIRE — forbids the exercise of voluntary 
choice,.in effect, becomes the enemy. I realize in making this distinction I accuse nine- 
tenths of the world of advocating Fascism. The gravity of the charge can’t alter this 
conclusion: That man who believes in UMT, who proposes to fight a war with tsars, 
bosses, leaders, dictators, by forcing people to do what they would not do freely with their 
lives OR their property — he’s a Fascist! 


“Stop!” cried one of the “new liberals” who read this, “‘complete liberty is impos- 
sible in any organized effort, industrial as well as war!” He meant, of course, that in 
factories and armies men are told what to do, and that it would be impossible to allow 
workers and soldiers to decide for themselves what must be done. But he merely con- 
fuses his terms. In factories they tell the worker what to do, but he is free to refuse, 
quit; if he does so, he does it voluntarily. In all my years in steel mills, I never ran 
into a man who worked there against his will. 


For the most important jobs in the Army, men cannot be drafted. Pilots, navi- 
gators, bombardiers, paratroopers, all must be volunteers. In the Infantry, the line 
executives down to the last corporal must volunteer for the job. Furthermore, even in 
wartime, if enough men don’t like their commander they can call in the Inspector 
General and get transferred. We don’t have this arrangement just to be democratic, but 
because it’s necessary. Nobody can be compelled beyond a certain point. Therefore 
the draft cannot eliminate the essential role of volunteering. Then the point is whether 
or not a man should be drafted into the Army — not whether volunteering “works”. 
Obviously it works. 


I asked this ‘new liberal”, who maintained that volunteering is impossible: ‘‘Mr., 
do you have a right to force anybody to fight for you?” He was above draft age, so 
the question made him mad. He muttered: ‘The nation has the right to force people 
to defend other people.” 


I asked: “Do you think that as a member of the United Nations, we have the right 
to force France to help defend other members? Because”, I said, “the French are 
showing reluctance to defend even themselves voluntarily.” He growled: “If they 
don’t fight, they’re damn fools.” 


I agree. But that doesn’t answer my question. So is a soldier in Korea a damn 
fool if he surrenders to the Communists. Anybody would rather be a draftee in the 
U.S. Army than a prisoner of the Communists — but is that the point? Is that our only 
choice? No. Our choice is between winning the war with Russia one of two ways: 
We can give up our rights to our own government, or we can come out against all 
dictatorships, including the one in Washington trying to put over UMT. To win that 
war, we'll have to lay down the terms on which we'll fight — stop talking about the 
survival of mankind — start talking about survival of freedom. Tell the government: 
We'll fight to preserve our freedom and for no other reason. 


W THO BELIEVES in complete liberty? Do you? Liberty means voluntary action in 

all fields. Though ninety-five percent of humanity would gladly crucify me on 
this issue, I take comfort from the salute of the greatest recognized scientist-philosopher 
of all time. Aristotle waves the banner of liberty across 2,000 years, giving nourish- 
ment to my argument and courage to my heart, saying: 


“Public interest must always rest on private interest, and public spirit 
must consist in freely placing at the service of the community something that 
the individual instinctively considers his own. For the State deliberately to 
deprive the individual of what he regards as his is to create an artificial oppo- 
sition between private and public interest, and to make a forced sacrifice of 
what should be a free gift.” * 


The pseudo-liberals, the real Fascists, will shriek back at Aristotle, answering his 
calm wisdom by hollering: “But suppose there aren’t enough volunteers. Who will 
defend our women folk? You propose to turn women and children over to the advanc- 
ing Russian hordes.” 


Let me ask these pseudo-liberals, and everybody who is deferred from the draft, 
this question: 


If the draft were abolished, would no man volunteer to defend your women folk, 
your aged? Would no man come forward to defend your home? And if no man 
would fight for you, where do you get the right to force him to? 


* HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY, B.A.G. Fuller, Henry Holt and Company. Aristotle’s Politics). 





Thaddeus Ashby writes: “While at Harvard I read The Fountainhead and The God of the Machine, and 
thus learned that everything being taught me was wrong.” Since leaving Harvard, besides doing a turn in the 
army, he worked in steel mills, described his experiences for Reader’s Digest, did some reporting for the Chicago 
Tri , NOW writes regularly for The Freeman. 





ADDITIONAL COPIES: One—$.20; six—1.00; ten—1.50; fifty—5.50; one hundred—10.00. Quotations for larger quantities on request. 
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